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Abstract
Background: Sharing of epidemiological and clinical data sets among researchers is poor at best, in detriment of science
and community at large. The purpose of this paper is therefore to (1) describe a novel Web application designed to share
information on study data sets focusing on epidemiological clinical research in a collaborative environment and (2) create a
policy model placing this collaborative environment into the current scientific social context.
Methodology: The Database of Databases application was developed based on feedback from epidemiologists and clinical
researchers requiring a Web-based platform that would allow for sharing of information about epidemiological and clinical
study data sets in a collaborative environment. This platform should ensure that researchers can modify the information. A
Model-based predictions of number of publications and funding resulting from combinations of different policy
implementation strategies (for metadata and data sharing) were generated using System Dynamics modeling.
Principal Findings: The application allows researchers to easily upload information about clinical study data sets, which is
searchable and modifiable by other users in a wiki environment. All modifications are filtered by the database principal
investigator in order to maintain quality control. The application has been extensively tested and currently contains 130
clinical study data sets from the United States, Australia, China and Singapore. Model results indicated that any policy
implementation would be better than the current strategy, that metadata sharing is better than data-sharing, and that
combined policies achieve the best results in terms of publications.
Conclusions: Based on our empirical observations and resulting model, the social network environment surrounding the
application can assist epidemiologists and clinical researchers contribute and search for metadata in a collaborative
environment, thus potentially facilitating collaboration efforts among research communities distributed around the globe.
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Introduction
Although millions of dollars are spent on the creation and
management of biomedical and epidemiological research data sets
every year [1], the information extracted from these data sets to
improve healthcare and prevention is poor at best, with pathetic
perhaps being a better descriptive word. In a system that
emphasizes competition rather than collaboration among re-
searchers, data sets resulting from multi-million investments from
tax payers sit idle inside locked computers, only available to a
small number of researchers despite their containing the seeds that
would allow for the exploration of a vast number of important
research questions that could change the healthcare landscape.
One of the reasons for this lack of sharing is that researchers
consider their data proprietary [2], providing them with a
competitive advantage over other groups in terms of discovery
and further acquisition of funds that would expand their research
operations. This unintended consequence of the current organi-
zation behind biomedical research ultimately leads to duplication
of research efforts, also precluding an expedited path toward the
discovery of answers to important research questions.
Previous efforts attempting to address this problem have mostly
emphasized the exchange of data, including previous policies
developed through NIH [3], as well as systems developed by
caBIG [4] and Science Commons [5]. Focusing on data, however,
has a downside since most researchers are not willing to share their
data for reasons related to the logistical, technical, legal, and
ethical aspects of data sharing [6]. Since data sharing is largely
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decide to share, these concerns tend to lead individuals and
organizations towards hoarding rather than sharing data.
Additionally, since sharing involves recurring costs and a
sophisticated aparatus to ensure security that are frequently not
covered by funding agencies, researchers do not find value in
investing in data sharing.
In this context, ‘‘metadata’’ or ‘‘information describing the
data’’ becomes an interesting alternative to the sharing of data[7].
metadata provides an overview of what is housed in the database
[8] and can be used to facilitate research collaboration, even when
the actual data cannot be made publicly available. By promoting
awareness among a broad research audience regarding pre-
existing data, metadata sharing can prove potentially beneficial to
users whose subject interests cross disciplinary boundaries. Of
importance, metadata sharing does not lead to researchers losing
their ownership and competitive advantage over the data. As an
added benefit, sharing metadata represents a publicity tool: Peers
will learn about available resources and then approach researchers
for future collaborations.
Although the idea of metadata sharing is appealing, it still
represents an additional cost, specially when considering long-term
costs of maintenance and quality improvement. In an ideal
situation, researchers would be able to share metadata in a pre-
existing social network, with minimal effort and cost, and maximum
exposure to others. Social networks would also have the added
benefitof providingresearchers with feedback on how useful or how
good the quality of their data might be among their collaborators.
The literature contains several examples wheresocialnetworks have
been used to improve the quality of information, including success
stories such as Wikipedia and other common metadata repositories
receiving contributions from multiple users [9]. These contributions
areconsistentlyarchived,thusdescribingthehistoryofthemetadata
and serving as a versioning mechanism that allows researchers to
determine whether the metadata is outdated or whether it is still
valid. Despite the previous stories of success, to our knowledge no
previous social network applications have been used in the sharing
of research metadata
In our paper we present one potential approach that, rather than
assuming a complete cultural change towards the sharing of data,
explores the possibility of sharing of metadata in a social network
environment. This approach is demonstrated through the creation
of a novel Web application that allows for the sharing of metadata,
followed by a policy model that explains how this application fits
into a broader social science picture based on feedback from active
clinical researchers using the described application.
Methods
Our project is constituted by two major sections. First we
describe the construction and deployment of a Web application to
collect and share information on existing biomedical databases.
This information is shared among participants with common
research interests, ultimately leading to an increase in the sharing
of databases toward common publications and collaborative
funding proposal. Second, in order to evaluate the underlying
mechanism behind this application, we develop a dynamic model
based on researcher expert opinion. The model delivers
information on the expected mechanisms leading to increased
collaboration among researchers.
Application Design and Development
The Database of Databases (DoD) was developed to serve as a
repository of information about epidemiological and clinical
research studies. Before developing this application, we analyzed
similar tools, including commercially available products, to ensure
that there was no duplication of previously available software.
Software requirements were defined based on requirements
stipulated by epidemiologists and clinical researchers working
with our development group as well as review of the literature.
Requirements included: simple search interface in addition to an
advanced search using pre-specified filters, ability by end users to
create information on new databases, a wiki-like mechanism to
change information about databases as needed, and an export
function of data dictionaries in a spreadsheet format. Also, the
technology should be user-friendly so that users can execute these
operations and enter data directly through the interface, without
requiring assistance from professional programmers. Details
about the software architecture, hardware requirements and the
DoD workflow are provided in Appendix S1 and figures S1, S2,
S3, S4, S5.
Modeling Strategy
Our modeling strategy was designed to evaluate how different
policy strategies would affect the ability and willingness of
epidemiologists and clinical researchers to collaborate. Since the
opinion of epidemiologists and clinical researchers had to be
incorporated based on pre-existing experiences with collaboration
models, we selected researchers who had been previously exposed
to different incentives to collaborate. We created a policy model
using System Dynamics [10,11] to evaluate the comparative
impact of data sharing vs. metadata sharing policies against
baseline. System Dynamics has been extensively used in the
Research and Development literature as well as healthcare
[12–20], although evaluate biomedical research processes.
We built three policy models: (1) A baseline model depicting the
currently prevalent model that stimulates competition and
provides little incentive for collaboration, (2) a data sharing model
that provides incentives for collaboration based on requirements
from funding agencies similar to recent policies by National
institutes of health (NIH), and (3) a metadata sharing model with
incentives for collaboration through the sharing of variable level
information about databases but not necessarily actual data itself.
Input for each of the models came from two sources. First,
qualitative interviews with epidemiologists and clinical researchers
and research policy experts provided data for the overall model
structure, stocks, and causal elements for all three models. Second
the policy model was based on information obtained from a focus
group and email-based Delphi study involving epidemiologists and
clinical researchers and research policy experts. The combination
of focus groups and associated Delphi study resulted in an
agreement regarding overall model structure, element values as
well as information available from the literature whenever
possible. All researchers and research policy specialists participat-
ing in the focus group were aware and currently using the DoD,
also being familiar with institutional and funding agency policies
regarding data sharing.
Results
General Application Features
The current application contains information on over 130
epidemiological and clinical research databases, with unrestricted
search not requiring registration (http://tools.researchonresearch.
org/dodsg/). To upload information on new study data sets, users
are required to register so that they can then act as mediators for
any modification made by contributors to the information on their
databases.
Sharing Research Metadata
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To facilitate collaboration, the application allows for user-
driven modification similar to collaborative environments such as
Wikipedia (www.wikipedia.org). Users can therefore modify the
content of the general information about each study database
as well as the data dictionary. All changes made through the wiki
mechanism are sent to the person initially uploading the database
information, for approval before they are publicly displayed, thus
creating a protection against spam. For example, Dr. Smith can
update his experiences about the quality of a specific variable in
Dr. Wong’s database. It will be up to Dr. Wong to approve the
inclusion of the information for public display, thus creating a
balance between crowd intelligence and owner oversight.
Those uploading information about a study database can solicit
collaborations by adding a list of research questions that, in their
opinion, could be successfully explored. For example, Dr Wong
can list a series of research questions to her database page.
Graduate students, junior investigators, and other researchers can
then take her comments and decide to explore the question in
collaborative research project. Alternatively, these researchers can
also suggest research questions to Dr. Wong.
Finally, the application is connected to BIOS-Sg (https://tools.
researchonresearch.org/biossg), a biosketch management applica-
tion that stores information about research interests and
publications of a large group of researchers. This connection
matches key words from publications of individual researchers
with key words describing specific study databases, thus notifying
researchers whenever information on new study databases are
uploaded into the DoD application. For example, if Dr. Smith has
a biosketch in BIOS-Sg, her list of publications generates a list of
keywords that is then matched to all information on study
databases that might be of interest to her.
Current Utilization in Collaborative Environments
The DoD currently houses information on databases from
researchers and institutions in the US, Australia, China and
Singapore, having contributed to a number of publications created
by authors in North and South America and Asia (http://www.
researchonresearch.org/?q=node/2). Its intuitive interface for
searching and storing metadata optimizes workflow, and a variety
of educational videos assists first-time users familiarize themselves
with its interface.
Results from Focus Group and E-mail Based Delphi
Method: Input Data for Model
The following assumptions were extracted from the focus group
and e-mail based Delphi method to populate our policy model.
The baseline policy model was assumed by the group to describe
the competitive nature of biomedical research, with researchers
not having incentives to share data since that would make them
lose competitive advantage. The data sharing policy model was
based on the assumption that a funding agency would enforce the
sharing of data. This model was believed to lead to the unintended
consequence of a percentage of researchers not appropriately
sharing data (data missharing). It was assumed that the misshared
data would result in no publications and also in wasted time for
researchers attempting to use it. Finally, the metadata sharing
policy model provided incentives to sharing of metadata, which
then affected the sharing of data. Successful publications were
associated with additional funding that would then feed back to
the creation of additional databases. Model parameters defined by
the focus group included average yearly grant size for a typical
study registry ($50,000 to $500,000), impact of publications on
ability to obtaining further funding for the study database or
subsequent study databases (Figure 1), expected rate of mishared
databases (2% to 30%), expected rate of sharing for metadata
(90%), funding rate for study proposals (5% to 35%) (http://www.
aecom.yu.edu/ogs/NIHInfo/paylines.htm), publishing rate per
study database (1 to 5 publications/year). Since these factors were
mostly undocumented in the literature, our model aimed for
reproducing the general behavior rather than achieving numeric
predictions. A sensitivity analysis in model parameters was
performed to test behavior under extreme values and ensure its
consistency.
The full model is displayed on Figure 2.
Policy Model Results
The policy model results can be divided into three types of
comparison (Figure 3): (1) Current strategy (baseline) versus any
policy, i.e., data-sharing (top-down) or metadata sharing (bottom-
up), (2) isolated policies compared (i.e., data-sharing versus
metadata sharing) and (3) combined versus isolated policies (i.e.,
both policies implemented at the same time versus either one
implemented in isolation). When comparing the current strategy
Figure 1. Overall behavior expected by focus group members regarding the impact of publications on ability to obtain further
funding for study database.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.g001
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implementation of any policy consistently led to an improvement
in the number of shared databases, ultimately resulting in an
increased number of publications per study data set as well as
further funding acquisition from all sources. While the current
strategy tended to lead to a steady, linear growth, all other
strategies lead to an exponential growth which is explained by the
growing number of publications and funding obtained by sharing.
When comparing the introduction of isolated data-sharing
versus metadata sharing policies, a metadata sharing policy
resulted in a greater number of shared databases, resulting
publications, and funding. This finding can be attributed to the
unintended consequence of mishared data sets associated with the
data-sharing policy, which introduced more wasted time in the
system and therefore decreased the overall research productivity.
Both policies combined consistently outperformed isolated poli-
cies. Figure 3 is representative of most simulations, being robust
under different assumptions for the sensitivity analysis.
Discussion
To our knowledge, this is the first article describing an open
source application for collaborative sharing of metadata focusing
on epidemiological and biomedical research. We have then
described a policy model putting this application in a broader
research policy context to demonstrate that an isolated metadata
sharing policy is superior to an isolated data-sharing policy, and
that both policies combined achieve the best results in terms of
publications, thus emphasizing the important role of the DoD in
this context.
The DoD describes study as well as variable level description
related to a biomedical research database. The former enables
cataloging that in turn facilitates search across databases while
the latter imparts granularity to the search mechanism. The DoD
presents opportunities for both database owners as well as other
researchers prospecting for an existing database. It serves as a
sort of marketing mechanism by which a database owner can
reuse and achieve optimal utilization of his/her own data.
Additional benefits include opportunities to collaborate, apply
for joint funding, joint publication. In the absence of this
mechanism, a database is frequently underutilized of its true
potential on account of paucity of time, research questions,
funding and expertise. On the other hand, prospective research-
ers looking for a database matching their research question/idea
can do a variable as well as a categorical search. They can then
evaluate the resultant list of databases and variables to see what
suits them best thus saving time, effort and cost involved in doing
a prospective study.
Figure 2. System Dynamics model.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.g002
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among database owners, metadata sharing through a web based
application is a valid alternative. The receptivity is enhanced as
part of information shared under this mechanism is already in the
public domain, in the form of database description in methods
section of peer reviewed publications. In this way, concerns about
confidentiality are addressed. Further since this application
provides due recognition and acknowledgment to the database
owner and does not share actual data, concerns related to
propriety and security are nullified. The DoD is also equipped
with a wiki mechanism which enables data provenance. End-user
researchers can check the changes in the database as well as its
variables. This information is critical while conducting a secondary
data analysis with existing data. Additionally end -user researchers
can add their observations in terms of the data quality based on
their experience with analyzing the database. The application also
encourages sharing of research questions in the study description
page. Busy database owners can list potential research questions
which other researchers can explore in collaboration with them,
again ensuring optimal utilization of existing data and discourag-
ing data kept in silos. Finally, listing citations of peer-reviewed
publications that were based on the dataset validates it and serves
as a dynamic guide about its data quality.
Previous efforts to share biomedical research data include
Biomedical Informatics Research Network (BIRN), caBIG [4],
among many others [21–26]. Development of caBIG is a
revolutionary step in the field of cancer research, not only in
terms of data sharing but also in terms of achieving data standards
using common data elements (CDEs) for cancer research.
However, these efforts are currently limited to few areas including
cancer, cardiology, tuberculosis, and a few others, their extension
to several other disciplines is needed. The effort of making an
interdisciplinary database is a challenging task but necessary given
the overlapping nature of healthcare. Additionally when it comes
to interdisciplinary biomedical research, the task of defining CDEs
becomes challenging. We believe that a well-populated metadata
repository like DoD can serve as examples that can guide CDEs in
multiple biomedical research areas. Similar and repeated variables
in DoD can then assist in the development of common data
elements in a biomedical research field/domain.
Another caBIG sponsored initiative related to our project is
caTRIP (Cancer Translational Research Informatics Platform), a
tool aiming to increase the network of researchers by integrating
clinical and molecular data in a repository. caTRIP extends
beyond outcomes analysis and research to actual patient care by
allowing clinicians to get focused search results to meet the
individual patient needs based on the available information [27].
Although caTRIP is a promising project, adherence regarding
researchers using the application to deposit data is still in its initial
stages. According to our model, a mechanism that allows for meta-
data sharing would therefore contribute to an environment where
data are shared. Also, given the concerns related to ownership of
data, competitive edge and data security issues, we believe DoD
can complement caTRIP in its effort of creating a robust and
widely acceptable data sharing platform for cancer researchers. As
DoD encourages sharing of metadata and not the actual patient
data, several of the concerns outlined earlier are diminished.
Other efforts have focused exclusively on information on
databases rather than study data sets, such as a recent repository
created by NHLBI (National Heart, Lung and Blood Institute)
(http://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/resources/deca/directry.htm) and
other previous systems [28–31]. These efforts have received
varying levels of success, especially in small domains and were
limited by the social culture of biomedical research. Despite the
multiple benefits of a metadata repository, few efforts have been
directed at utilizing this method to complement data sharing in
Figure 3. Comparison in number of peer-reviewed papers.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.g003
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repository in the informatics blueprint for healthcare quality
information systems (HQIS) as it enables; 1. effective retrieval,
utilization and management of data 2. Accurate analysis and
reporting of HQIS data. There are instances where efforts have
been directed at building metadata repositories 1. as a part of
healthcare data management to enhance data quality [33] and 2.
to support research through integration of data systems [34]. The
latter effort implemented at City of hope national medical centre,
aimed to manage data in a research data warehouse and facilitate
complex, multi disciplinary analyses [34]. The DHS Department
of Human Services of Australia, built a metadata repository to
support the data collection reform process with DHS Meta-
data Repository (http://www.health.vic.gov.au/hacims/reforms/
metadata.htm). Ministry of Health, British Columbia and IBM
went a step further by building a ‘repository of repositories’
equipped with features such as 1. web based interface 2.
distributed metadata administration, 3. configurable security and
4. annotation capability [35]. These efforts were pursued from the
data management perspective and possess limited ability and
features to support biomedical research. To our knowledge, the
DoD is the first open source application while emphasizing a
collaborative environment. By facilitating the modification of
information on study databases as well as research questions, the
system has the potential to increase information access and
opportunities for collaboration, thus accelerating the advance of
medical science in general.
It is common belief among funding and governmental agencies
that data sharing should be the main policy for making the best use
of biomedical research data, ultimately contributing to the
improvement of healthcare. Despite this belief, resistance from
researchers and epidemiologists themselves is frequent, researchers
arguing that making their data freely available will lower their
competitive advantage in an environment where researchers fight
for funding. The results of our policy model point in a different
direction. While it is acknowledged that a data-sharing policy
would certainly improve the current status of clinical and
epidemiological research, our model also pointed to the unintend-
ed consequence of data being shared with poor quality. In
contrast, policies emphasizing the sharing of metadata significantly
improved overall data sharing, while also being more amenable to
researchers and epidemiologists since their ‘‘ownership’’ is not
violated. Although this model is based on a focus group and has
not been validated against quantitative data that would further
validate its results, our model points to an interesting alternative
that deserves consideration by research policy makers.
Although, the DoD and our policy model are significant
advances in relation to the previous literature, our study has
limitations. First, at this point the DoD is still being spread in terms
of its user base, and its impact on research collaborations still
needs to be validated in future studies. In relation to our policy
model, the validation was performed using expert opinion from a
small group of epidemiologists and clinical researchers currently
using the DoD, but this pool should be expanded in future
validations.
Based on the results of our study, the use of information about
databases should be further explored as a mechanism to expand
collaboration among biomedical researchers. Future studies should
focus on the integration with larger social network systems through
open platforms such as OpenSocial (http://code.google.com/
apis/opensocial/), thus substantially expanding the reach of the
collaboration network. In addition, scalable technologies for
acquisition of information about research resources such as text
mining from full-text articles should be evaluated in association
with social networks. Finally, policy models should take into
account these new technologies, specially evaluating how they will
affect different generations of researchers with a wide range of
comfort levels in relation to computer use and social networks.
Supporting Information
Figure S1 Advanced search interface and search results.
Found at: doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.s001 (0.98 MB TIF)
Figure S2 Search results in DoD.
Found at: doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.s002 (0.99 MB TIF)
Figure S3 Database general information.
Found at: doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.s003 (0.63 MB TIF)
Figure S4 List of variable names in a data dictionary.
Found at: doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.s004 (0.93 MB TIF)
Figure S5 Adding Database information.
Found at: doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.s005 (0.46 MB TIF)
Appendix S1
Found at: doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009314.s006 (0.03 MB
DOC)
Acknowledgments
Team ‘‘Research on Research’’ Duke University Health System, USA -
templates for writing introduction and discussion sections of the manuscript
[36] and templates for literature review [37] (date of retrieval/access - 9
Sept 2009)
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: ECAdC APB JS HM JS DR AS
SR RP. Performed the experiments: ECAdC APB JS HM JS DR AS SR
RP. Analyzed the data: ECAdC APB JS DR AS SR RP. Contributed
reagents/materials/analysis tools: ECAdC APB HM JS DR AS SR RP.
Wrote the paper: ECAdC APB DR AS SR RP.
References
1. Electronic Source Data Interchange (eSDI) Group (2006) Leveraging the
CDISC Standards to Facilitate the use of Electronic Source Data within Clinical
Trials. CDISC. Available: http://www.cdisc.org/eSDI/eSDI.pdf. Retrieved
01/17/2008. Accessed 15 Sep 2008.
2. Gostin LO, Hadley J (1998) Health Services Research: Public Benefits, Personal
Privacy, and Proprietary Interests. Ann Intern Med 129, no. 10: 833–835.
3. NIH. NIH Data Sharing Policy. Available: http://grants.nih.gov/grants/
policy/data_ sharing/. Accessed 12 Oct 2008.
4. caBig. ‘‘About caBig’’. Available: https://cabig.nci.nih.gov/overview?pid=
primary.2006-07-07.4911641845&sid=about&status=True. Accessed 12 Oct
2008.
5. Science Commons. About Science Commons. Available: http://sciencecommons.
org/ about/. Accessed 12 Oct 2008.
6. Zink A, Silman J (2008) Ethical and legal constraints on data sharing between
countries in multinational epidemiological studies in Europe. Report from a joint
workshop of the European League Against Rheumatism standing committee on
epidemiology with the ‘‘AutoCure’’ project,’’ Ann Rheum Dis 67, no. 7:
1041–1043.
7. Moffat M, Chumbe S, MacLeod R (2006) Marketing’ with Metadata: Increasing
Exposure and Visibility of Online Content with ‘‘Best Practice’’ Metadata.
Available: http://www.icbl.hw.ac.uk/perx/advocacy/exposingmetadata.htm.
Accessed 17 Aug 2008.
8. Lee ES, McDonald DW, Anderson N, Tarczy-Hornoch P (2009) Incorporating
collaboratory concepts into informatics in support of translational interdisci-
plinary biomedical research. ;Int J Med Inform 78(1): 10–21. Available: http://
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/pmid/18706852/?tool=pubmed#R83.
Accessed 02 Mai 2008.
9. Jie Yan, Yao-Long Zhu, Hui Xiong, Renuga Kanagavelu, Feng Zhou, et al.
(2004) A Design of Metadata Server Cluster in Large Distributed Object-based
Storage. MSST 2004: 199–205.
Sharing Research Metadata
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 6 February 2010 | Volume 5 | Issue 2 | e931410. Sterman J (2000) Business Dynamics: Systems Thinking and Modeling for a
Complex World. Irwin/McGraw-Hill, Homewood, IL. pp 1,008.
11. Bossel H (2004) : Systeme, Dynamik, Simulation: Modellbildung, Analyse und
Simula-tion komplexer Systeme. BoD - Books on Demand.
12. Rwashana AS, Williams DW (2008) System Dynamics Modeling in Healthcare:
The Ugandan Immunisation System. International Journal of Computing and
ICT Research, Special Issue Vol. 1, No. 1: 85–98. Available: http://www.ijcir.
org/specialissue2008/ Agnes%20Semwanga%20Rwashana%2085-98.pdf. Ac-
cessed 02 Mai 2008.
13. McGregor M (2007) Jurisdictional Control of Conservative Spine Care:
Chiropractic versus Medicine Proceedings of the 2007 International Conference
of the System Dynamics Society, Boston, MA, The System Dynamics Society.
14. Borshchev A (2007) Getting Started with AnyLogic Software Proceedings of the
2007 International Conference of the System Dynamics Society, Boston, MA,
The System Dynamics Society.
15. Bayer S, Barlow J, Curry R (2007) Assessing the impact of a care innovation:
telecare. System Dynamics Review 23(1): 61–80.
16. Bayer S, Koberle-Gaiser M, Barlow J (2007) Planning for Adaptability in
Healthcare Infrastructure. Proceedings of the 2007 International Conference of
the System Dynamics Society, Boston, MA, The System Dynamics Society.
17. Faber J, Hesen AB (2004) Innovation Capabilities of European Nations: Cross-
National Analyses of Patents and Sales of Product Innovations. Research Policy.
18. Zhang Q (2007) A Study of Diesel Vehicle Diffusion in Europe: Calibration and
Analysis of a Consumer Acceptance and Adoption Model Proceedings of the
2007 International Conference of the System Dynamics Society, Boston, MA,
The System Dynamics Society.
19. Zahn E (2007) Strategic Modelling in a Learning Factory Proceedings of the
2007 International Conference of the System Dynamics Society, Boston, MA,
The System Dynamics Society.
20. Yaghootkar K, Roos LU (2007) The Role of Systemic Effects on Project
Performance in Multiproject Environments Proceedings of the 2007 Interna-
tional Conference of the System Dynamics Society, Boston, MA, The System
Dynamics Society.
21. Fain E (1999) Mission critical challenges: a data repository that addresses
everyone’s needs Healthcare Informatics: The Business Magazine for Informa-
tion and Communication Systems 16, no. 7 (Julho 1999): 69–70, 72.
doi:10557377.
22. ‘‘Sharing data with physicians helps break down barriers,’’ Data Strategies &
Benchmarks: The Monthly Advisory for Health Care Executives 6 no. 5 (Maio
2002): 70–5. doi:12048761.
23. Jakobovits RM, Brinkley JF (1997) Managing medical research data with a Web-
Interfacing Repository Manager,’’ Proceedings: A Conference of the American
Medical Informatics Association/… AMIA Annual Fall Symposium. AMIA Fall
Symposium (1997): 454–8. doi:PMC2233595.
24. Jakobovits RM, Rosse C, Brinkley JF (2002) WIRM: an open source toolkit for
building biomedical web applications, Journal of the American Medical
Informatics Association: JAMIA 9, no. 6: 557–70. doi:PMC349374.
25. Bogue MA*, Grubb SC, Maddatu TP, Bult CJ (2007) Mouse Phenome
Database (MPD), Nucleic Acids Research 35, no. Database issue (Janeiro 2007):
D643–9. doi:PMC1781116.
26. Fong C, Brinkley JF (2006) Customizable Electronic Laboratory Online
(CELO): a web-based data management system builder for biomedical research
laboratories, AMIA... Annual Symposium Proceedings/AMIA Symposium.
AMIA Symposium (2006): 922. doi:PMC1839564.
27. McConnell P, Dash RC, Chilukuri R, Pietrobon R, et al. (2008) The cancer
translational research informatics platform. BMC Medical Informatics and
Decision Making 2008, 8: 60.
28. Anderson NR, Lee ES, Brockenbrough JS, Minie ME, Fuller S, et al. (2007)
Issues in Biomedical Research Data Management and Analysis: Needs and
Barriers. Journal of the American Medical Informatics Association: JAMIA 14,
no. 4: 478–488. doi:10.1197/jamia.M2114.
29. Patridge J, Namulanda G (2008) Describing environmental public health data:
implementing a descriptive metadata standard on the environmental public
health tracking network, Journal of Public Health Management and Practice:
JPHMP 14, no. 6: 515–25. doi:10.1097/01.PHH.0000338363.20962.f5.
30. Whittenburg L (2006) Use of metadata registry for nursing: A customer-centered
electronic health record, Studies in Health Technology and Informatics
122(2006): 854. doi:17102426.
31. Dolin RH, Boles M, Dolin R, Green S, Hanifin S, et al. (2001) Kaiser
Permanente’s ‘‘metadata-driven’’ national clinical intranet, Studies in Health
Technology and Informatics 84, no. Pt 1: 319–23. doi:1164755.
32. Niland JC, Rouse L, Stahl DC (2006) An Informatics Blueprint for Healthcare
Quality Information Systems, J Am Med Inform Assoc 13, no. 4: 402–417.
33. Kerr K (2008) Metadata Repositories in Health Care Discussion Paper. Health
Care and Informatics Review Online, 12(3), pp 37–44, Published online at www.
hinz.org.nz ISSN. pp 1174–3379.
34. Niland JC (2001) Creating a metadata repository in support of clinical research.
In Proceedings of Seoul 53rd Session, International Statistical Institute, http://
isi.cbs.nl/iamamember/CD2/pdf/1084.pdf. [35] Branch Sub Unit Name,
‘‘DHS Metadata Repository: DHS Information Management Strategy -
Victorian Government Health Information, Australia’’ (Victorian Government,
Department of Human Services), State of Victoria. Available: http://www.
health.vic.gov.au/hacims/reforms/metadata.htm.Accessed 12 Oct 2008.
35. Smith D, Watmough W (2002) A successful approach to a metadata repository.
36. Shah J, Shah A, Pietrobon R (2009) Scientific writing of novice researchers: what
difficulties and encouragements do they encounter?. Academic Medicine:
Journal of the Association of American Medical Colleges 84, no. 4: 511–516.
37. Pietrobon R, Guller U, Martins H, Menezes AP, Higgins LD, et al. (2004) A
suite of web applications to streamline the interdisciplinary collaboration in
secondary data analyses. BMC Medical Research Methodology 4: 29–29.
Sharing Research Metadata
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 7 February 2010 | Volume 5 | Issue 2 | e9314